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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

Insight Research, Inc., a Utah public opinion and marketing research firm located in Salt
Lake City was retained by the City of Cedar Hills to conduct and compile a public
opinion survey of Cedar Hills residents.

Objectives

The primary objective of the survey was to determine how city residents feel about their
City and to begin the process of Decisions 2011. The questionnaire contained similar
questions from previous Decisions surveys and added a few questions regarding
communication with residents and commercial development. Comparative data from the
Decisions 2009 and 2006 surveys are provided in this report for each question that was
measured in those surveys.

Procedures

Raymond Briscoe and David Spatafore of Insight Research drafted the questionnaire in
conjunction with Konrad Hildebrand of Cedar Hills. The initial draft was written and
emailed to Mr. Hildebrand who in turn provided copies to members of the municipal
Council. Suggestions were offered and changes were made and the final version of the
questionnaire was approved by Konrad and the City Council.

In order to meet the objectives of the research, Insight Research interviewed 403 Cedar
Hills City residents during early January 2011. This sample size of residents yields a
tolerated error of +/-5% at the 95% confidence level. It should be noted that this
tolerated error applies only to the total data and not any of the cross-tabulated data.

After the questionnaire was approved and before any fieldwork began, the survey
instrument was pre-tested on individuals selected at random from the sample universe.
The purpose of the pre-test was to detect any discrepancies which might have existed in
the instrument in terms of completeness, level of shared language, and appropriateness of
the questions. The pre-test was successful and therefore no changes were made.

Sample and Data Collection

All data was collected using face-to-face collection procedures. Insight Research plotted
on a city map using a random systematic sampling procedure with random start, giving

each resident in the sample universe an equal opportunity of being selected to participate.
The sample included an over sample adjustment for refusals and unavailable respondents.

To assist in interpreting results, all questions on the survey that used a rating scale were
scored so that a higher rating was a more positive response. Where comparable questions
were asked in the 2009 and 2006 studies, those scores have been recalculated on the same
scale for consistency and to aid in trend analysis.
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SURVEY ANALYSIS

Quality of Life in Cedar Hills

We provided residents with a list of reasons why they live in Cedar Hills and asked them to list
the top three as to why they live in Cedar Hills.

More than half (5§5%) reported that the high quality of life was one of their top three reasons for
living in Cedar Hills. Nearly one in four respondents (23%) listed quality of life as their top
reason for living in Cedar Hills.

Good schools also ranked in the top three reasons for living in Cedar Hills for more than half of
all residents (52%). Good schools was rated as the second highest reason for living in Cedar
Hills by 24% of all respondents.

The third highest rated reason (42%) for living in Cedar Hills was the small city atmosphere.
This was the number one reason in the 2009 survey. The low crime rate was the fourth rated
reason for living in Cedar Hills with 40% of respondents putting this reason in their top three.

These findings are consistent with those of the Decisions 2009 and 2006 studies. High quality of
life, good schools and small city atmosphere have each been the top ranked reason in one of the
three studies and have constituted the top three in each survey although their relative ranking
within the top three has varied. Also consistent with the previous surveys, proximity to cultural
activities was chosen least frequently as a “top three” reason for living in Cedar Hills. “Near
recreation and “other” reasons were also chosen as a top three reason by less than one-fifth of all
respondents. In the middle, between nearly one quarter and one-third of respondents listed
“Near friends or relatives” (33%), “Affordable housing” (28%), and “Near job” (22%). None of
these responses varied by more than three percentage points from their rankings in the studies
conducted in 2006 and 2009.

The importance of quality of life varied by demographic characteristics:

By location East (51%), North (53%), South (55%) versus
West (62%)

Renters vs home-owners Renters (44%) and Home-owners (57%)

By length of residence <5 yrs (47%)

5-10yrs (59%) and > 10 yrs (64%)

By income Upward trend from 42% for under $40,000 to 69% for over
$140,000 although respondents in the $70K-$100K rated this
factor higher (58%) than those in the next lower (52%) and next
higher (53%) income brackets.
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City Communications

The overwhelming choice by residents for receiving communications from or about the City was
from the city newsletter. Over nine of ten respondents (92%) placed this method of
communication in their top three, with 63% overall mentioning the newsletter as their most
preferred method of communication. This method of communication was uniformly selected as
the top method of communication throughout the city geographically as well as through all of the
demographic groups.

The second most preferred method of communication was the use of the Cedar Hills website.
Seventy-three percent of the survey’s respondents listed the City’s website as one of their top
three communication methods. Email continued to gain in popularity with 62% compared to
2009 - 56%, and 2006 - 41% listing it in their top three. As might be expected, older residents
are less likely to use the website or Email, although around half of those over 65 now include
both of these methods within their top three choices.

When communicating concerns about operations or services to the City, respondents prefer
individual contact in person or by phone(74%). More than half of almost every demographic
group rated this as their first choice, the exceptions being those in the East portion of town
(48%), those who rent their home (46%), those with four or five persons in the home (45% and
49% respectively, those under 45 (ranging from 44-47%) and those with income over $140,000
(46%). Within those groups individual contact was rated within the top three choices by a
minimum of 67% of respondents. Second choice was email at 54% in the top three methods of
choice and the City website at 38%. A significant variation is that 67% of those aged 18-24
chose the City website as the number one way to address a concern with the City while the only
other demographic groups that rated this method as the top choice by a majority were renters
(56%) and those aged 25-34 at 52%.

We then asked the respondents how well they feel the City is hearing them when they have a
concern. When asked this question, only 5% responded by saying they feel the City is really
listening to them. Twenty-one percent gave the City the next highest rating for listening, firty-
six percent rated the City in the middle, 13% gave the next rating below mid-level and 8%
reported they are least heard. The mean score continues a trend of slight improvement from 2.7
in 2006, 2.9 in 2009 and 3.0 this time around. Although 3.0 is the mid point of the scale, there is
still an indication that many respondents believe communication can be improved. This response
is fairly consistent throughout each of the demographic groups.

A similar question was introduced in the 2011 study. It asked how the respondent would rate the
City as far at attempting to communicate with residents. This question received a more
favorable response (mean score of 3.4) with 45% of all respondents indicating efforts above the
mid-point “3" rating and only 15% indicating that little or no effort is being put forth by the City
to communicate. Thirty-seven percent of respondents selected a midpoint rating and again the
results were consistent throughout the demographic groups.

Overall, social networking sites for the City were not encouraged by respondents with 37% for
and 59% against the City providing such communication methods as Twitter or Facebook. A
significant demographic trend in responses to this question was found in the age of respondents.
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Those aged 18-24 rated the addition of social networking communication with 56% in favor,
trending downward consistently to only 7% of those aged 65 and older favoring such additions.

City Services, Satisfaction and Improvements

Using a five-point scale, we asked respondents to rate a list of city services. A mean score of
more than 4 would indicate a service that is being very well received by the residents while a
mean score of between 4 and 3.5 would indicate the service is being well received and perhaps
could be improved slightly, while a service between 3.5 and 3 would indicate the service is
okay, but could be better. Anything lower than a three would indicate the service would need
significant improvement. At this time, no city service received a lower mean score than a 3.0.

Top rated City Services in Resident Satisfaction

Six provided services received a mean score higher than 3.5, while another eight received scores
between 3.3 and 3.5. The best:

° Garbage collection — 4.1 overall (4.2 in 2009 and 4.1 in 2006)
© No significant variations

o Parks — 3.9 overall (3.8 in 2009 and 3.6 in 2006)
© Age 35-44 - 4.1 versus Age 65+ - 3.5
© East and South - 3.8 versus West - 4.2

o Pressurized irrigation — 3.7 overall (3.5 in 2009 and 3.2 in 2006)
© Ages 65+ — 3.4 versus Age 18-24 - 3.9
© Two in home - 3.4 versus Five in home - 3.9

o Storm drainage - 3.6 overall (3.7 in 2009 and 3.4 in 2006)
© No significant variations

o City management staff - 3.6 overall (3.6 in 2009 and 3.4 in 2006)
© No significant variations

o Utility / Billing department - 3.6 overall (3.6 in 2009 and 3.5 in 2006)
© One in home - 3.2 versus Five in home - 3.8
© Age 18 -24 - 3.1 versus Age 35-44 - 3.7

Only one provided service had a mean score at the midline of 3. Recreation services had an
overall mean of 3.0 compared to 2.9 in 2009 and 3.1 in 2006.

© Four in home - 2.6 and Six in home - 2.8 versus One in home - 3.6

© Age 18 - 24 - 2.6 versus Age 55-64 - 3.4
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Support for Improvement to City Services

We then asked using a similar one to five scale if the respondent was strongly opposed (one) to
strongly in favor (five) of improvements in various city services. Utilizing the same analysis on
this scale as above, no city service received a mean score of less than 3, four services,
community pool (3.5), other (3.6), children’s library (3.6), and community recreation (3.7)
earned a mean score at or above 3.5.

o Community recreation - 3.7
o Two in home — 3.0 versus Six in home — 4.0
0 Age 55-64 and Age 65+ - 2.9 versus Age 25-34 - 4.1
o Income < $39K - 3.2 versus Income > $69K (all above this bracket) — 3.8

° Children’s Library — 3.6
0 One in home - 3.0 versus Seven or more in home 4.0
o Age 65+ 3.0 and Age 18 - 24 - 3.1 versus Age 25-34 -4.2

° Other - 3.6
o North and East - 3.4 versus West 4.0
0 One in home - 3.0 versus Seven in home - 4.2
o Age 18-24 - 3.0 versus Age 25-34 - 4.8
o Income > $140,000 - 2.7 versus Income $40K - $69K — 4.0

° Community pool — 3.5
o Two in home — 2.8 versus Six in home — 4.0
o Age 55-64 and Age 65+ - 2.7 versus Age 25-34 - 4.2
0 Income < $39K - 3.2 versus Income > $139,999 — 3.8

Again only one service had a mean score at or below midline of 3. Animal Control services
received the lowest level of support for increased city funding at 3.0.

o Seven or more in home - 2.7 versus One in home - 3.2
0 Age 65+ - 2.8 versus Age 55-64 - 3.3
o Income $100K to $140K - 2.8 versus Income < $39K - 3.3

Support for Increased Taxes to Fund Services

The respondents were asked on a three point scale, with one for “no”, two for “maybe”, and
three for “yes”, if they would support increasing taxes for construction and/or operations and
maintenance of facilities and services. For this question, a mean of more than 2 would indicate
support for increased taxes for that facility or service, while anything lower than two would not.
The highest three ratings with a mean response of 2.0 were community recreation, children’s
library and community pool. Two services (other and animal control) received a mean score
below 1.5, with the remainder falling between 1.5 and 1.9. In the 2009 survey a five point scale
was used for questions in this group so no direct comparison of data is shown although
increasing taxes for a library, community pool, and community recreation also received the
highest levels of support on both the 2006 and 2009 surveys.
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The following are the top three services according to willingness to increase taxes for
construction and operations/maintenance. Demographic group variances are shown.

o Community Recreation — 2.0
o One in home - 1.3 versus Six in home - 2.3
© Age 55-64 - 1.3 versus Age 25-34 and Age 35-44-2.3
o Income < $39K - 1.8 versus Income > $140K - 2.3

o Children’s Library - 2.0
© > 10 yrs resident — 1.7 versus < 5 yrs resident - 2.2
o One in home - 1.5 and Two in home - 1.6 versus Six/Seven or more in home - 2.3
© Age 55 — 64 and Age 65+ - 1.6 versus Age 25-34-2.4

o Community Pool -2.0
o Two in home - 1.6 and One in home 1.7 versus Seven or more in home - 2.2, and
Six in home - 2.3
© Age 55 —-64 - 1.4, Age 65+ - 1.6 versus Age 25-34 and Age 35-44-2.2
@ Income < $39K - 1.7 versus Income > $140K - 2.3

Interest in Recreational Programs

Using a five-point scale, we asked respondents to rate a list of recreational programs they might
have an interest in. A mean score of more than 3.5 would indicate a program of great interest,
while a mean score of between 3 and 3.5 would indicate significant interest; while a recreation
program scoring between 2.5 and 3 would indicate some interest. Any program lower than 2.5
would indicate marginal interest. Only three programs received rating higher than 3.0,
swimming(3.4), basketball (3.2), and soccer (3.1). “Other” programs received a 3.0 rating which
might be expected since respondents would not likely fill in the “other” response unless they had
an interest in that program. In previous studies, swimming had not been mentioned as a possible
choice and many of the “other” responses indicated swimming as the “other” interest. This
difference makes comparisons between the 2006, 2009 and 2011 ratings less meaningful. The
2011 study is the first time that basketball outscored soccer as a program of interest, however the
ratings are close enough that the difference is probably not of significance.

o Swimming - 3.6
© > 10 yrs resident - 3.1 versus < 5 yrs resident - 3.9
o Male - 3.1 versus Female - 3.9
@ Age 65+ - 1.9 versus Age 25-34 - 4.1 and Age 35-44 - 4.0
o Income < $39,999 - 3.1 versus Income > $140K - 4.0 and Income > $100K - 3.9

° Basketball — 3.2

© > 10 yrs resident - 2.9 versus < 5 yrs resident - 3.4
Two in home - 2.0 versus Seven or more in home - 3.8
Male - 2.9 versus Female 3.5
Age 65+ - 1.7 versus Age 25-34 - 3.9

(@]
(@]
(@]
@ Income < $39,999 - 2.6 versus Income > $100K and Income > $140K - 3.5
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° Soccer — 3.1
© > 10 yrs resident - 2.8 versus < 5 yrs resident - 3.3
One in home - 1.3 versus Six in home - 3.6 and Seven in home - 3.8
Age 65+ - 1.6 versus Age 25-34 - 3.8 and Age 35-44 - 3.6
Income < $39K - 2.2 versus Income > $140K - 3.6

O O O

Following this question regarding recreational programs, the survey asked two follow-up
questions regarding adult recreational programs. The first was if the City should provide adult
recreation programs. The overall response was 35% in favor and 60% against. The follow-up
question, if adult programs were provided, would you participate had a similar response with
29% indicating they would not participate while 65% responded that they would.

Should the City provide adult recreation Would you participate? - Yes 29%
programs - Yes 35%

* West - 20% vs North, East - 38% * West - 16% vs East - 33%, South - 31%

*> 10 yrs resident - 19% vs <5 yrs - 43% *> 10 yrs resident - 17% vs <5 yrs - 37%

* One in home - 11% vs Four in home - 46% * One in home - 11% vs Four in home - 37%
and Seven or more - 43% and Seven or more - 35%

* Own home - 32% vs Rent home - 58% * Own home - 28% vs Rent home - 44%

* Male - 31% vs. Female - 40% » Age 55-64 - 15% and Age 65+ - 5% vs.

Age 25-34 - 52% and Age 18-24 - 44%

» Age 55-64 - 13% and Age 65+ - 14% vs. * Income $100K-$140K - 28% vs. Income <

Age 18-24 - 56% and Age 25-34 - 60% $40K-$69K and Income > $140K - 35%

* Income $100K-$139K - 34% vs. Income <
$39K - 50%

Aquatic and Recreation/Community Center

Five questions were included in this survey which addressed preferences and options regarding
development of a community center with aquatic and recreational facilities. The first four were
yes/no questions asking in turn whether the City should build an Aquatic Center, whether the
respondent would support a tax increase for the project and whether the City should build a
Recreation Center and whether the respondent would vote for a tax increase for that project. The
final question asked if a choice had to be made, should the Aquatic Center or Recreation Center
be built. Choices were also provided for building both or neither. While questions regarding
these proposed projects have been included in previous studies, the 2011 survey took a different
approach and so there is no comparative data from previous surveys.
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Should the City build an Aquatic Center? -
Yes 61%

* South - 55% vs North - 66%

*> 10 yrs resident - 47% vs <5 yrs - 66%
and 5-10 yrs - 67%

* Two in home - 31% vs Four in home - 78%
and Six in home - 72%

* Own home - 60% vs Rent home - 75%
* Male - 50% vs. Female - 71%

* Age 65+ - 23% vs. Age 25-34 - 81% and
Age 35-44 - 71%

* Income < $39K - 50% vs. Income > $140K
-73%

Should the City build a Recreation Center? -

Would you vote for a tax increase of $5-$10/
month for an Aquatic Center? - Yes 57%

* South - 52% vs North - 60%

*> 10 yrs resident - 43% vs <5 yrs - 62%
and 5-10 yrs - 63%

* Two in home - 31% vs Four in home and
Six in home - 69% - 7or more - 72%

* Own home - 57% vs Rent home - 67%
* Male - 47% vs. Female - 65%

* Age 65+ - 23% vs. Age 25-34 - 73% and
Age 35-44 - 72%

* Income < $39K - 38% vs. Income > $140K
-75%

Would you vote for a tax increase of $5-

Yes 65%

* East, West - 62% vs North - 70%
*> 10 yrs resident - 51% vs <5 yrs - 72%

* Two in home - 41% vs Six in home - 79%

* Own home - 63% vs Rent home - 75%
* Male - 59% vs. Female - 70%

* Age 55-64 - 26% and Age 65+ - 42% vs.
Age 25-34 - 78% and Age 35-44 - 75%

* Income $40K-$69K - 56% vs. Income >
$140K - 77%

$10/month for a Recreation Center? -
Yes 58%

* South - 55% vs North - 62%
* > 10 yrs resident - 46% vs < 5 yrs - 65%

* Two in home - 35% vs Six or 7+ in home -
72%

* Own home - 57% vs Rent home - 65%
* Male - 53% vs. Female - 63%

* Age 55-64 - 21% and Age 65+ - 37% vs.
Age 25-34 - 70% and Age 35-44 - 71%

* Income < $39K - 42% vs. Income > $140K
-73%

When asked to make a choice on which Center the City should build, the overall responses were
nearly evenly split between the various options. The Aquatic Center was favored by 23%, and
the Recreation Center by 28%. Twenty-five (25%) of all respondents thought both should be
built and the remaining 21% thought the City should not build either facility. The demographic

groups with notable variances are shown below.
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Build the Aquatic Center - 23%

* South - 19% versus. East 27%

* One in home - 11% and Seven+ in home - 13% versus Five in home - 36%

* Age 45-54 - 17% and Age 65+ 19% versus Age 35-44 - 26% and Age 25-34 - 25%
* Income < $39K - 13% versus Income > $140K - 27%

Build the Recreation Center - 28%

* West - 20% versus North - 34% and South - 36%

» Seven+ in home - 24% versus One in home - 33%

» Age 55-64 - 18% versus Age 45-54 - 38%

* Income > $140K - 17% versus Income $40K-$69K - 32%

Build Both - 25%

* South - 21% versus West 30%

*> 10 yrs resident - 17% versus <5 yrs - 30%

* One in home - 0% versus Seven+ in home - 44%

* Own home - 24% versus Rent home - 35%

* Male - 17% versus Female - 30%

* Age 65+ - 7% versus Age 25-34 - 35% and Age 35-44 - 33%
* Income $40K-$69K - 23% versus Income > $140K - 38%

Build Neither - 21%

* North - 18% versus West 27%

» < 5 yrs resident - 17% versus > 10 yrs - 33%
* Six in home - 11% versus One in home - 44%
* Rent home - 12% versus Own home - 23%

* Female - 15% versus Male - 29%

» Age 25-34 - 10% versus Age 55-64 - 46%

Family Festival Days

This section of the survey solicited input from residents about the Cedar Hills Family Festival
Days activities.

Eight possible activities were listed and respondents were asked to indicate their interest level on
a one to five scale, one being not at all interested and five being very interested. Consistent with
the 2009 study, the clear leader was again fireworks which scored 4.4 and was the only rating
above a 3.5. The other activities above the 3.0 midpoint were the Parade and the 5K and One-
mile Fun Run with Kids games at 3.0. The lowest interest was shown for the golf tournament
and Cedar Hills night with the Orem Owlz at 2.1 each.
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Commercial Development

Residents were asked how they would rate the development by the City of the north portion of
the commercial area where the Walmart, ChaseBank, and McDonalds are. The rating was on a
five point scale with one being “done very poorly” and five being “done great”. A mean score of
4.2 indicates a high level of satisfaction with the development in this area. There were not
significant differences in demographic groups on this question.

The next question listed nine choices for development of the south side of the commercial area
and asked residents to select their top three choices. Restaurants came out on top with 81%
including it in their top three; 33% selected it as their number one choice and another 37%
selected it as number two. Gas station/Convenience store was actually picked more often as the
number one choice with 44% of respondents making that selection. It was in the top three for
73% of all respondents. Strip Mall retail rounded out the top three choices; only 7% picked it as
their number one choice and 18% as number two, but 26% selected it as their third choice which
brought the total percent in top three to 51%. From there the choice drops down to 25% for a
mixed use “Gateway style” development and 20% for professional offices. “Other” types of
development received the least votes at 4% in the top three with single family residential at 10%,
Big Box development at 12%, and “No more development” appearing in the top three for 14% of
respondents.

Emergency Preparedness

Two survey questions addressed preparedness for a natural emergency such as an earthquake or
landslide. Both utilized a four point scale with 1 meaning not at all and 4 meaning very
prepared.

The first question asked how much emphasis the City should put on or pay for preparing for a
natural emergency. With no variances of any significance by demographic group, the average
result was 3.4 or midway between “somewhat” and “very”. The question was phrased differently
than in the 2009 study and the response was considerably stronger than it was in that study but
the results cannot be directly compared unless the question is exactly the same.

The second question asked how prepared the respondent was personally for a natural emergency.
The mean score was 3.0 which is right at the midpoint between very and not at all prepared.

This question is an exact repeat of the 2009 phrasing and shows a slight improvement from a 2.8
mean measured in that study. As in the previous question, there were no significant variances
based on demographics.

A third question regarding emergency preparedness asked about the residents’ expectations
regarding City response to a major natural or man-made disaster. The question asked how
quickly the resident expected the City to respond to such a situation. More than one-third (35%)
of respondents expect immediate help from emergency personnel with another 34% expecting
help within 24-48 hours. Fifteen percent expect help to take 72 hours and only ten percent
expect the City to respond with help when able. There is somewhat significant variation among
demographic groups although the variation appears somewhat random rather than indicating a
particular trend within demographic boundaries.
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New City Hall/Community Center

The next three questions measured support for building a new City Hall to replace the current
converted public safety building. The new City Hall would also be used as a community center.

The first of these questions utilized a four point scale with one being “definitely oppose” and
four “definitely support” the building of a new City Hall/Community Center. The mean score
of 2.3 is closest to “probably oppose”. There were not any statistically significant variances
from the mean within demographic groups.

The second question asked if support were more likely when the existing building was converted
into a new police and fire station. The scale was from 1 (much less likely) to 4 (much more
likely). The resulting mean score of 2.8 most closely corresponds to “somewhat more likely”.
When somewhat and much more likely are combined and the same is done with the somewhat
and much less likely, the result is 67% more likely to 24% less likely. Although both of these
questions are worded slightly differently than in 2009, the results are very similar. There are no
significant differences in opinion among any of the demographic groups.

The third question asked for a simple “Yes/No” answer to the question of willingness to vote for
a bond resulting in a tax increase of $5/month to build the new City Hall / Community Center.
The result was 36% for and 55% against with the remainder not voting either way. The South
portion of the City shows significantly less support (25%) for the bond than the East side at 46%
with the West and North in between at 38% and 38% respectively. Those who have been
resident <5 years are significantly more supportive at 43% than the over ten year residents who
show only 27% support. Variances in family size do not follow any trend. As might be
expected, renters show more support at 44% than home owners at 36%. Those who are Age 55-
64 have the lowest level of support at 26% and those Age 65+ support the bond at 47%. Support
also follows income level to some extent with 25% support from those in the lowest income
bracket up to 58% from those making $140,000 or more. Those in the highest income bracket
and households with only one person are the only groups that show a majority on favor of the
bond, although the number of persons living in one-person households is too small to be
significant.

City Improvement

The final survey question before open ended and demographic questions asked the respondents
whether the City has improved, remained the same or become worse since they have lived in
Cedar Hills. Nearly one-third (32%) reported the City has improved since they have moved into
Cedar Hills. Only four percent indicated the City has become worse; while over half (54%)
indicated the City has remained the same. This is a considerably more favorable response than
the 2009 survey where 18% showed improvement. The 2006 survey showed results similar to
20009.

Those in the West part of town indicated improvement 34% of the time versus 28% in the East.
Residents that have been in Cedar Hills < 5 years voted “Improved” less often than those who
had been there longer with 19% compared to 38% for those in town 5-10 years and 48% of the
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residents who had been there for more than 10 years. Home owners saw more improvement at
34% than those who rent (23%). Those Age 25-34 and Age 55-64 selected “Improved” only
26% and 28% of the time, while Age 45-54 and Age 65+ were more positive with 40% and 42%
respectively. Those in the lowest income bracket, < $39K indicated improvement 42% of the
time while in the next income bracket only 25% thought that improvements had taken place.
Those with income between $40K and $140K indicated improvement 36% of the time and of
those in the highest income bracket only 29% selected “Improved”.
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OPEN-ENDED COMMENTS

Three open ended questions were included in the 2011 survey. All comments were read twice to
categorize them into units of similar statements. Then all comments were transcribed for
inclusion in the report. The comments were categorized into groups. The percentages shown are
a percentage of the comments, not the percentage of all respondents who completed a
questionnaire. The complete transcription of comments is found in Appendix C.

If you were Mayor for a day, what issue or item would you address?

Number of % of
Comments Comments  Category of Comments
56 20% Expanding recreation and/or community facilities
54 19% City services, street, safety concerns
53 19% Revenues/Taxes
39 14% Miscellaneous comments
31 11% Golf
25 9% Commercial development
21 7% Library
3 1% Positive comments

Other Activities to be Included in the Family Festival Days Events

Number of % of
Comments Comments Category of Comments
19 26% Miscellaneous comments
11 15% Food
9 13% Crafts/Arts/Fair
7 10% Sports
7 10% Music
7 10% Positive comments
6 8% Comments about cost
4 6% Community service
2 3% Games
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Most Important Issue Facing Cedar Hills

Number of
Comments

50
30
28
26
20
19
19

% of
Comments

24%
14%
13%
12%
10%
9%
9%
4%
4%

Category of Comments
Taxes/Fiscal issues/Cost

Miscellaneous comments

Commercial development

City services/Safety concerns

Negative comments
Recreation/Services/Community Center
Golf course issues

Library

Positive comments
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CITY OF CEDAR HILLS - COMMUNITY SURVEY

Conducted by Insight Research
n =403

1. Quality of life: For the following, please prioritize the top three reasons you live in Cedar Hills.

Please place a 1 next to your top priority, a 2 in front of your second priority and a 3 in front of

your third priority.

2006 Top3 2009 Top3 2011 Top3 1st 2nd
High quality of life 53% 49% 55% 23% 16%
Good schools 46 48 52 15 24
Small city atmosphere 49 51 42 13 13
Low crime rate 42 42 40 9 15
Near friends or relatives 34 33 33 16 7
Affordable housing 23 25 25 10 9
Near job 19 19 22 6 6
Near recreation 21 20 18 4 6
Other 8 8 5 1
Near cultural activities 7 6 4 1 1

2. If you were Mayor for a day, what would be
the top issue/item that you would address to
make the City a better place to live, work,
play? (Open-Ended)

Expanding recreation and/or

community facilities

City services, street, safety concerns
Revenues/taxes

Miscellaneous comments

Golf

Commercial development

Library

Positive comments

3rd

15%
12
16
16
10

— N o0 O

20%

19%
19%
14%
11%
9%
7%

1%

Cedar Hills - Decisions 2011

16

Insight Research



3. Communications: For the following, please prioritize the top three ways you prefer to receive

communication from or about the City. Again, place a 1 in front of your top priority a 2 in front of your
second priority and a 3 in front of your third priority.

2006 Top3 2009 Top 3 Top 3
City Newsletter 88% 91% 92%
City website 60 66 73
E-mail 41 56 62
Public Meetings 17
Newspaper 14
Word of mouth 25 26 9
Public forum 9
Other 2 2 3
City office postings 13 10 3

2nd 3rd
19% 10%
39 26
20 19
5 12
5 6
1 6
2 7
0 1
1 2

4. When you have a question or concern about City operations or services, how do you prefer to address

this with the City?

Individual contact with city - phone/in person
E-mail

City website

Council meetings - public comment

Periodic public block meetings

Other

3. On ascale of 1 to 5, one being the 2006

Top 3

74
54
38
25
9
1

2009

Mean

least and five being the greatest, how 27
well do you feel that your voice is '
heard by the City when you have a

concern?

2.9

6. On a scale of 1 to 5, five being “tries very hard” and

one being “doesn’t try at all”, how would you rate the
City in attempting to communicate with its residents?

3.0

Mean

3.4

&%

1

2%

7. Do you think the City should provide additional ‘social networking’

communication sites - ie. Twitter, Facebook, etc.?

1)

13%

(S

13%

2nd 3rd
13 9
25 6
10 15
10
5
1
3 4 5

46% 21% 5%

3 4 S
37% 35% 10%

Yes No

37% 59%
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8. Current City Services: On a scale of 1 to 5, one being the best and five being the poorest, how would
you rate each of the following services in Cedar Hills?

2006 2009 Mean 1 2 3 4 5
Garbage collection / disposal 4.1 4.2 4.1 2% 3% 13% 40% 37%
Parks 3.6 3.8 3.9 4 5 15 45 26
Pressurized Irrigation 3.2 3.5 3.7 4 5 24 40 16
Storm drainage 3.4 3.7 3.6 3 6 30 39 15
City Mgmt Staff 34 3.6 3.6 2 6 33 36 12
Utility/Billing Dept 3.5 3.6 3.6 3 6 33 35 15
Animal Control 3.2 34 3.4 3 10 34 30 13
Street lighting 33 3.4 3.4 5 13 30 33 13
Law enforcement 3.6 3.6 34 5 11 31 31 13
Enforcement of Nuisance 3.2 3.4 34 3 8 35 30 7
Ordinance
Fire and ambulance protection 3.8 39 33 9 11 28 31 12
Zoning/Bldg Dept 3.1 3.2 33 2 9 40 28 7
City Council/Mayor 3.1 3.3 3.3 3 9 40 29 7
Sidewalk Maintenance 33 3.4 3.3 7 9 37 32 9
Street construction & 33 3.2 3.2 7 14 36 28 9
maintenance
Snow removal 3.0 3.2 3.1 9 19 31 31 8
Recreation services 3.1 2.9 3.0 11 20 27 26 8
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9. Public Safety, Public Works and Recreational Services:

On a scale of 1 to 5, five being strongly

favor improvement and one being strongly oppose improvement, please rate the following:

Community Recreation

Children's Library
Other

Community Pool
Fire Service
Ambulance Service
Street Maintenance
Park Facilities
Police

Trail Facilities
Street Lighting
Sidewalks

Animal Control

Mean
3.7
3.6
3.6
3.5
34
34
34
3.3
33
3.2
3.2
3.2
3.0

1
9%

13

2

—_
(V)]

O© 1 0 OV 3 0 &N W

2
8%
8
1
9
12
13
10
12
13
14
14
13
18

3

20%

17
5
15
33
35
34
34
33
31
36
41
40

4 3
20% 33%
13 40
1 7
13 38
20 20
19 18
25 15
23 15
22 17
23 15
20 15
21 11
16 8

10. Are you willing to increase taxes for the construction and/or increase in operations and

maintenance of these facilities and services?

Community Recreation

Community Pool
Children's Library
Fire service
Ambulance Service
Police

Street Maintenance
Park facilities

Trail facilities
Street Lighting
Sidewalks

Other

Animal Control

Mean
2.0
2.0
2.0
1.9
1.8
1.8
1.7
1.7
1.7
1.6
1.5
1.4
1.3

1-No 2-Maybe 3-Yes
35% 20% 39%
36 20 38
36 18 40
40 27 28
45 25 23
44 26 23
48 25 20
51 20 22
53 19 22
59 19 16
59 20 14
15 3 2
72 14 7
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11. On a scale of 1 to 5, five being very interested and one being the least interested, please indicate

which, if any, of the following recreational programs and facilities you and your family are interested in.

2006 2009 Mean 1 2 3 4 5
Swimming 3.6 19% 5% 10% 18% 39%
Basketball 3.4 3.2 3.2 22 8 15 17 28
Soccer 3.6 3.3 3.1 25 8 14 15 27
Other 3.0 3.8 3.0 5 3 1 1 6
Tennis 3.0 3.0 2.9 25 12 16 14 21
Football 3.2 2.9 2.7 31 10 14 10 20
Skiing 2.5 2.9 2.7 33 12 14 10 19
Golf 2.7 33 10 17 11 18
Baseball 3.1 2.9 2.6 35 9 16 11 16
Volleyball 2.5 2.7 2.4 35 14 17 9 11
Softball 2.7 2.6 2.3 38 12 15 11 10
Lacrosse 2.1 43 13 16 6 9
Skateboarding 2.1 2.1 2.0 46 13 16 4 7
Yes No
12. Do you think that the City should provide Adult recreation programs such as 35% 60%
football, softball, basketball or volleyball?
13. If adult programs were provided, would you participate? 29% 65%
14. Should the City of Cedar Hills build an Aquatic Center? 61% 35%
15. Costs for building a new aquatic center and some of the costs for operating the 57% 38%
center may need to be funded through property taxes. Knowing that, would
you vote in support of paying some increase ($5-$10 per month) in property
taxes to build and operate an aquatic center?
16. Should the City of Cedar Hills build a Recreation Center? 65% 31%
17. Costs for building a new recreation center and some of the costs for operating 58% 35%
the center may need to be funded through property taxes. Knowing that,
would you vote in support of paying some increase ($5-$10 per month) in
property taxes to build and operate an recreation center?
18. If you could only choose one Center, would you build an Aquatic center .............eeeeeeeeeeeennnn.. 23%
aquatic center or a recreation center or neither? Recreation center ........cccceeevvvuveeneeeenn. 28
Build both ..o 25
Neither ..o 21
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19. Cedar Hills Family Festival Days On a scale of 1 to 5, five being very interested and one being
the least interested, please indicate which, if any, of the following Cedar Hills Family Festival Days

activities you and your family are interested in?

2009 Mean 1 2 3 4 5
Fireworks 2.4 4.4 6% 1% 8% 17% 64%
Parade 3.2 3.1 23 11 22 13 25
5K and Mile Fun Run 2.8 3.1 20 10 22 21 19
Kids Games 3.2 3.0 22 10 22 20 17
Dinner and Movie 2.9 2.8 27 12 21 18 13
Junior Kids - Big blow up toys 2.8 2.7 31 13 18 16 14
Cedar Hills Night with Orem Owlz 2.4 2.1 42 16 17 9 6
Golf Tournament 2.3 2.1 47 16 14 9 7
20. Can you think of any other activities you would like =~ Miscellaneous comments 26%
to see included during this week-long event? Food 15%
(Open-ended) Crafts/Arts/Fair 13%
Sports 10%
Music 10%
Positive comments 10%
Comments about cost 8%
Community service 6%
Games 3%
21. Commercial Development How would you rate Mean 1 2 3 4 5

(5 being ‘done grea.t and 1 being ‘done very . 42 1% 3% 11% 41%  40%
poorly’) how the City has developed the north side
of the commercial area with the Walmart, Chase

Bank and McDonalds developments?

22. List the top three types of commercial development you favor on the south side of the commercial
sector (approximately 30 acres) with 1 being top priority and 2 next priority and 3 next priority:

Top3 st 2nd 3rd
Restaurants 81.1 33 37 11
Gas station/Convenience store 72.7 44 16 12
Strip Mall retail 50.9 7 18 26
Mixed use housing - Gateway style 24.6 6 8 11
Professional office 19.6 3 5 12
No more development 14.4 4 2 8
Big Box development 12.4 2 3 7
Single Family residential 10.2 3 4 3
Other 4.0 1 0 2
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23.

24.

Emergency Preparedness How prepared (meaning
expenditure of funding) should the City of Cedar Hills be
for a natural emergency such as an earthquake or

landslide? Please circle the number of your answer

How prepared are you for a natural emergency such as
an earthquake or landslide?

25.What are your overall expectations of the City after a

26.

27.

28.

29.

major natural or man-made disaster?

Community Development Would you support or
oppose Cedar Hills building a new City Hall/Community

center?

When the existing City building is converted to a Public
Safety (police/fire) building would you be more likely to

support building a new City Hall/community center?

Would you be willing to bond (pay property taxes) $5
extra per month to build a City Hall/Community Center?

Overall During your residency, has the City improved,
remained the same, or become worse in providing

services?

Notatall ... 2%
A Tittle oo 9%
Somewhat ......occoiiiiiiiiiii 34%
VEIY oiiiiiiiiiiiiiieie e 52%
Notatall ... 2%
A Tittle oo 17%
Somewhat ..o 61%
Very oo, 17%
Help when able ..........cccccceeennnn. 10%
Help within 72 hours .................. 15%
Help within 24-48 hours ............. 34%
Immediate help from emergency
personnel .......cccccvveeiiiiinnin. 35%
Definitely oppose ...ccoeeeeeeeeeeennnn. 24%
Probably oppose .......ccccceeernnnnnn 29%
Probably support ......ccceveeiiinene 30%
Definitely support ....cooeeeveeeeeennnen. 12%
Much less likely .......ccooeeiiiiiiennne 13%
Somewhat less likely ........cccceeeee 11%
Somewhat more likely ................ 48%
Much more likely ........cccceeennnn. 19%
Y €S ettt 36%
NO e 55%
WOTSE i, 4%
SAME ooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiie 54%
Improved .....ccooovviiiiiiiiiiiiiie 32%
Don’t KNow .coooovveeiiie 6%
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30. What do you feel is the most important issue facing Cedar
Hills? How would you like to see this addressed?
(Open-ended)

Demographics:

31. How many years have you lived in Cedar Hills?

32. Do you rent or own your home?

33. How many family members reside in your home?

34. What is your age?

35. Are you:

36. Which of the following ranges best describes your

household income?

Taxes/Fiscal issues/Cost ............ 24%
Miscellaneous comments ........... 14%
Commercial development .......... 13%
City services/Safety concerns .... 12%
Negative comments ................... 10%

Recreation/Services/Community

Center ..oooevvvuvveeeieiiiiiiiiieeeeeeees 9%
Golf course iSSUes ........cceeeeeeeeennns 9%
Library .....covviiiieeieiiiiiiciee e 4%
Positive comments .........c..cccceene. 4%
Less than 3 years ..........cceeeennnnn. 40%
3 -7 YEATS eveeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiieei 38%
More than 7 years ...........cceennn. 23%
Rent .oocooeviiiiiiiii e, 13%
(0 2 | 87%
ONE v 2%
TWO oo 18%
I 11 (T 9%
Four .o, 18%
Five oo 21%
SIX tiviiiiiiiiiii 20%
Seven Or MOTe ....ccevvvvueneereereennn. 13%
18-24 e 2%
2534 e, 20 %
35-44 oo 35 %
45-54 i, 21 %
5564 ooveiii 10 %
65 or older ........ovvvvvvviririiiiiinnnnns 11 %
Male oo 36%
Female ......ccoooceeveiiiiiiiiiiiinneees 64%
Less than $39,999 ........ccccoeeeeii. 7%
$40,000 to $69,999 ....ccovvrrinnnns 22%
$70,000 to $99,999 .......ccuee 29%
$100,000 to $139,999 ....ccevvvv. 27%
$140,000 + .ovvvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieies 15%
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